Shondahai Metwork"s comments on the [OE's Drntt Long Term Slewandship Slsly
Prapared by Reward Kautsen and Susi Snyder

Shunuahar Metwork 15 & grassioots community based organization warking an nuclear and
coviionmental justics issues. Car main office hos recently moved tn Pahrump, Mevic, whene
we monitor Department Of Energy’s (T activities a1 the Nevada Test Bilz and Yocea
Moomtnin ond orpanize public participation in the decision making process,

Shuncabai Metwork 5 one of the 38 planl T organiztions abong with the Nalural Besounoes
[elense Counsel that settled o el with te IO in 188, From Lhis ssllement 101 was
reigueired L lostk, seriously b long term stewandship ssues within iUs nucless weapons complex
a1 ol commmunily organisstions and stakebolders s decision making process,

The: Diraft Long Term Stewardship Study (DLTSS) comes from DOEs atffeonpd to Telfl s
obligation under this sertlement, Whils this is 0 worthrehile and important cadeavos it is
enlorlunate that T decided o underinke this procass only due to the euteome of litigation
andl mod thraugh 1L's own imitiative.

The first thing Ut is apparent [rom reading this DUTSS is that DOE acknowlodpes major
ciivironmental contamination problems exist ut the nations nuclear weapons industrial complex.
This acknowledgement is & tecessary start but [alls short of addressing the underlying reasons
for this contamination.

The senme o this study is limited to only sites thet arc maisged and controlled by DOE or

NNSA and nol its hundreds of contractor sites that have suffered contamination as well, The

major flaw of tis sty is that it does not eftactively address the problei or methods i solve 30.1
the problenn. In fact like many other DOF documents it attempts to "whitewash” and “cover

up” some of the real undeelying issues like continued contamination from ongoing nucler

weapodis [eacareh, westing, and developmant,

As nn arganization of prasseoots activists and educators that woek with effected communities
not omly in Nevada but around the Mation ard world we urge the DOE and in particular the
ulfices of Fmvironmental Manageaent and Long Term Stewnrdship to agpressively stive in

end all nuclear weapons programs and concentrate sokely on remediation, containment and
elean-up.

“Cleanup dres not imply that all liazards will be removed.”

[t i5 quile sadelening that the term “cleanup® 15 used when talking about Lamg Term

Hlewardship, since cleanup will ot sctually be happening at 8 majority of siles. {leamup, as

undergtood by must penple means bringing a place huck to it's original state of being. Thisis

ot the pla for & greal number of sites, and is in fact impossible, Using this kanguage s

mislending 1o the general public, and prohibits a trusting relationship from forming. 30.2
Levelaing, trust betwoen ellected communitics and LTS sites is necessary in onder for iy LTS '
prowram fo be sucecssful. Mol only should the state, bocal and tmihal povernenls be mnclided in

30.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. Section 7.2 of the
Study also notes that on February 11, 2001, the Department made public a list of sites, including beryllium
vendors, DOE sites that used radioactive materials, and facilities where atomic weapons workers may have
been employed (66 FR 4003). The Department is working on a database for these sites. The Study focuses on
common issues and challenges that exist across many sites rather than focusing on one particular subset of
these sites. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship is not limited to DOE sites, or even sites
where the federal government has some responsibility. For example, local governments are already
responsible for the long-term stewardship of closed municipal landfills. Many of the issues that pertain to DOE
sites are likely to pertain to closed landfills as well.

30.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 2.1 of the Study. The Department
agrees that the terms "cleanup," "end state,” and "closure" are less than ideal. The term "cleanup" is a common
word usage that can be confusing. To help clarify the limits of current cleanup technologies and the overall
scope of long-term stewardship, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2 of the Study that describes
the limitations and challenges that preclude remediating many sites to levels that would permit unrestricted use;
the types of residual; hazards that will require long-term stewardship; the time frames that may be involved in
long-term stewardship; and the activities that may be involved in long-term stewardship. The Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship provides additional site-specific information on the projected scope of long-
term stewardship. The Department also maintains a Web Site (http:/Its.apps.em.doe.gov) that provides public
access to numerous documents describing the scope and challenges associated with long-term stewardship.
The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the issue of developing a
consistent, consensus definition of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be
addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.




this precess, but the peneral public, the everyday Jane and John Doe need o be talked o and
cncouraged to understnd the enomisily of the problem. Anoher wirrd seeds 1o be found ot
than “clean-un”, perhaps “cope with” nstesd, Tor we are oo alking about cleaning these sits
to their original stte of heing, hut inst=ad Gnding wiys o cope with the legaey of what has
heen dome L them,

Adeguate lumbing shoubd be made available w research and development,  Funding

mieehanizimng mwst be put ik plaee tat promute solid nessanch ino the Gelds of inding waysw [ 30.3
el up the iness lellal so many sites across the nalion. S0 much money 15 spenlan

researching new ways W cause conlamimation, snd now Lhal kegacy must stop. A change must

take place; there have been over Bily years of making messes, now it is time to tke sock of

exactly what damage has been done, and i pray that we can find 2 solution to these problems.

These must be a better way o protect groundwaler than the “pump and treat™ method, Only if

miomeey 15 spent on good reacaneh will ways be lound,

“Tribal natians also retain g unique polifical aied legal status thal requires federal tristes
rasamnsi hility to protect the interests of the trilee™ This is & guiete from Camlym Huntoon's
letter sipening THLTSS, [ can only say if this is the attitude presented 1odny, where the hell was
this respomsibility in the first place? How could these levels of contaminafion have been
allowed un lanids which are held in trustoe stars? 1 is deplorable, and whils recopnizing that
there are efforls being made to makeup for this desceration, it will Lake many yenrs, and may

dhoasnnds af ol
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vl Wiy beged, communivy ied swdiss a7 ench site G Wit s ke, water 30.5
queality testing, comumunity health care, snil testing, air quality measures, ele. These things

should be decided up on &l community meetings, not leld iy Washington 3.0, but st towns and
cities surrounding the sites themselves, Well advertised, well publicived symposiums should be

haalod 4 bl +'|'u-.rr. FF A ] e 1 e o b o e
i e e e ] e nmrﬂ-ﬁmﬁmm—

Facin, nat fust today and tomormow, bt for penerations to come.

“Rinils |~nu 1ha rrmraﬁnf"'l:'..\'l'll'.rl.'m Prasuntiom™ imte tha ph\.l'\.

f&tlhlldi Whale this is 8 nice seatiment, there must be 3 way to halt a.|| .5_1||.-1||¢5 which will 30.6
add i combminamt Jevels until these levels cm be stabilized. and surrounding communilies are

oy homgger threatened. 1t is aot very cost effective to continue o add contaminants that will

eventislly have 1o be cleaned up. “Pollution Prevention should mean no pollution cretion.

The cancept here does nod help the problem, why keep producing vhat you will bave 1 monitor
forewer?

It s veey important that the public have unrestricted access o information about residun]
hnzsrds. Public access to infoemation ahout specific contaminants left in their commanities js 8

necessity in order for LTS to work. Without knowing the true risks thev face eptering 17§

30.7

30.3 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Study. As noted in
Section 4.2.4 of the Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new science and
technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will (1) identify
science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and external to
DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these needs.
The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls, surveillance and monitoring, and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

30.4 — The Study does examine Environmental Justice issues in Chapter 9.

30.5 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.

30.6 — The focus of this Study is to discuss the challenges the Department will need to address for sites with
long-term stewardship responsibilities. The Department notes this commenter's suggestion related to DOE
missions.

30.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.




5i-',|:, TR p_xup]c Ay ot helicwe the danaer that they ar their fimilies are in, The Lnited
States is oo lomger in & eold war situation, we are the supsrpower, Lie world is held hostage by
o risclenr weipioms, we di nolneed w ke vilsl infonmaion from oer own peaeple,
Informatinn which could mean life or death o muny generations, Full disclosure of the exent,
and makeup ol contamimztion wl all sikes should be mandatoery.

We recognize that some contamimants will never be eleaned up, and their history must be ik w
fiaruge pencrations, There must be & way totell the story of this stelT beyond hnguage. 1@ needs
to be 50 ineorporated into buman undertstanding that e keowleges of the potsion of these sifes
will continue to be pazscd on for geacsations to come.

CERCEAT Comprehensive Envirenmental Remediation, Comspoisation and Liskility Act
RCRAY Resource Conssrvation wnd Recovery A,

e e e

Cost effictiveness should not be as important as reliable cleanup, | 30.8

I wiry ymnirant that 1 TS :|r1!!'!55 |_'!£u'_i.:\-_rgg o il

COiuEaLy discingure and particIpaieon 10 each [evicwy.
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Wee knoww that over time all engineered controls will fidl to some depree and we nesd to make

et : i e 30.12
SR rdL geguitte COMTINEENCY PIANS ard developed lor all possibalfic:. |

i weil s deveiuping esimated iifi cycie coms thers should FE wHenton paid o developing

fimefing mechanizass teat will help offset those costs. | 3013
L st records must be maintsined and be availsble for public scnatiny, | 30.14
Meeids to e some uniformily on how each sitc deals with its LTS responsibilities.

AN DOE contractocs must be required to complete EM projacts before LTS,

LTS must mclude not only DOE and 100 sites but all contractor sites s well. 1.5.A. Today

reccatly published o Tist of 500 “forgotien” sites that have been contaminated by e muiclear 30.15

weapons industry in fulfilling DOE’s missivms.

30.8 — The decision to clean up to unrestricted use, or to meet other specific land use requirements, is made on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. It is both DOE and EPA policy that
cleanup remedies should be consistent with the intended future use of the affected areas. Chapter 2 of the
Study includes a new text box that provides a more formal statement on the scope of long-term stewardship
and why it is required (i.e., the inability to achieve unrestricted use and the nature of residual hazards). The
goal of long-term stewardship is to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment consistent
with applicable requirements. The Department recognizes the many issues and public concerns associated
with the uncertainties with planning for, documenting, and funding long-term stewardship throughout the Study
and acknowledges this comment by including it in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.

|30.9 — See response to Comment 30.5. |

|30.10 — See response to Comment 30.8.

|30.11 — See response to Comment 30.5.

30.12 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, Site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans.

30.13 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The Department
currently relies on the annual appropriations process to fund long-term stewardship. This is not likely to change
in the near term. As noted in Section 8.1 of the Study, a separate Project Baseline Summary (PBS) for long-
term stewardship at each site will help the Department improve its estimates of annual long-term stewardship
funding requirements. Developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and eventually
Congressional action. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of
long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management
Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group
included: (1) current difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there
is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE
sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for funding long-term
stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances under which DOE
should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term stewardship activities or
oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

30.14 — See response to Comment 30.5.

30.15 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. Section 7.2 of
the Study also notes that on February 11, 2001, the Department made public a list of sites, including beryllium
vendors, DOE sites that used radioactive materials, and facilities where atomic weapons workers may have
been employed (66 FR 4003). The Department is working on a database for these sites. The Study focuses on
common issues and challenges that exist across many sites rather than focusing on one particular subset of
these sites. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship is not limited to DOE sites, or even sites
where the federal government has some responsibility. For example, local governments are already
responsible for the long-term stewardship of closed municipal landfills. Many of the issues that pertain to DOE
sites are likely to pertain to closed landfills as well. The list of sites published in the Federal Register include
contractor sites. However, the Department is not currently responsible for long-term stewardship at Department
of Defense sites.




Ithm:\mnrn:nn:l thied 10 bkl bi-anmual workshops @ each site, which wonld inform the
surrpunding cormmunities abowl s and updale them on current staties of remedistion,

Cost estinates
Environmental Justice

Fxeculve Crder 12898, Federal Acticas w Address Fnvironmental Justice in Minority
Populutioms and Low Income Populations, directs federal agencies part of their mission by
ilentilying amd addressing disproportionately fngh and adverse human health or covirnmental
elliects of federal programs, policics and activities on minarity populations and low income
pupulzlions,

To effectively address stukehalers environmental justice coneems and ensure that 1 valid
environmental justice concerns remnin unaddressed, DOE should find ways to promote

OppoTTunitics for members L1fmhﬂ,nil}' and low-income populations to participats in the hmg: 30.16 30.16 — See response to Comment 30.5.

term stewardship planning process. Such opportunities may include providing transltion
serviees during public meetings, publication of notices in difTerent media (newspapers,
television, radio or distribution of flyers to community centers o7 door to dooe) and in difTenent
lanyuapes and holding meetings at convenient locations {e.u. sccessible by public
transpartation ). With effective public invlvement, DOE can ensure that cleanup decisions and
loag-term slewardship activitics consider any environmental justice concems.” Pe 103

1012 Maintwining Foeys

DTS recommends separnting the responsibilities of ensuring regulatory complianes from
sponzociing improvements in science aid lechnology. And the respansibility of implementing

LTS programs from educating the communities ahout LTS and the residual hazards Eeiaining
at thesc sites.

192 The Rolling Stewardship Stratepy
Focus om managing the problem rather thei trying W sobve the problem and fcusing aik

maniging the hazseds for the near fture rather then trying to manage haands for conturies or
millennia.



Carl M. Anderson
437 & B, &35
Oaldand, CA 4600
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Dhexconber 14, 206K
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[1. 5. Drepartment of Enengy
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Subject Lzl lmg—"]'m" Farimeamanral Sresardship Sudy

Thizie M. iwirgzamne:

1 hawe three general policy-level commenss, amd coe beclndcal quesdive, o the e of
kg -semn stewardship of DOE conraminaeed stbes. While I have niot Fad the
oqrparlnity N peview thie deadi, these comments should be considered in your H«,-r:-

L Acommitment to ongeing research is moential.

Tt b wivamunanely el thay THOT is unable e clesn up many of its most polluped sites ar
thoe vt st ol st el engimeesiong knowledge Fowerer, it is possible thar
this sitmtion might improve over the years @ scivntific and suginering kiewlale:
develop. Mo bong-term palicy can be considered adequate unbess it includiz 2 fing
vamemnirment fer the indafinge finire e sussin & very erove research program, such thas
uin resgrmalely pramisivg lad i lefi unfinded, Thar camairment is not pow being, mer; T
sk avweare Al pramisinng rovsanch s ol e beingg horcded bz THOE and the
Crmgreas beave: ot commitdered i of sufficiont pricrity, Thens sho hie 1o ke G
comaitment for the indefinite firure o fond aonal dean-ups when oew knowledge
makees them possible.

. Acommitment iv ongving full svilability of date is esvential,

As g posicve example of making dara svailshle, I woald like ro mensinon the Ok Rides
Enviranmmental Tnfarmatian Spsiem [CRETRL which b silable fredy meer e Wels,
All of the readly dilfinedt sites (Hanford, Sovanmb Biwer, BRocky Flats, Neveda Test Siee,
vt} anad sy of e sites that bave problems noe guite so bad, but quite snificme (=g,
dite 300 of Lawrence Livermnre] shonld provide dets ar 2 similar leve] of dessil and
accessihiliny.
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31.2

31.1 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Study. As noted in
Section 4.2.4 of the Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new science and
technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will (1) identify
science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and external to
DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities;p and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these needs.
The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls, surveillance and monitoring, and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

31.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.
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Carl M. Andesson

31.3

31.4

31.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.

31.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that
the primary purpose of LTS is continued protection of human health and the environment. The Department
agrees that in some cases, site-specific LTS plans may need to include provisions for distributing public health
information to affected parties, and, where appropriate, plans for health monitoring. A new text box at the end
of Chapter 2 of the Study discusses the importance of public health concerns during long-term stewardship.
With respect to care and compensation, such decisions would need to be made on a case-by-case basis.




2282 Fulton Street §307
Barkeley, CR 94704
Decenber 14, 2000

steven Livingstons, Project Manager
Office of Leng-Term Stewardship, (EM-51
CQffice of Envircnmental Management

7.5, Department of Energy, P.0. Box 4507%
Washington, D.C. 20026-3079

Subject: Comments regarding the DOE/EM/LTS "Long-Term Stewardship
Study Draft" dated October 2000

Dear Mr. Livingstone:

I am writing you, as President of the San Frenclsco-Bay Area Chaptsr of
Fhysicians for Social Responsibllity (PSR}, to aigneon to the comménts

that were just submitted to you on December 12 by Tri=Valley CREEs [TWC) and
Western States Legal Foundation ([WSLF) ragarding the Draft Long-Term Stewardship
Study. Our organization, which repressnts approximately 2000 physicians and |
other health prefegsicnalg in the SP-Bay Ares, works closely in collaboration
with TVC and WSLF on issues related teo the public health impacts of past and
ongoing work at DOE sitea, particularly at the lLawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLWL), and our partmers have welcomed our.support for their comments

While concurring with the specific comments of TVC and WSLE, we wish to
emphasize the importance of pricritizing the longeterm heslth ang safety of
populations and the enviromnment around DCE sites that would include oubtreach to
communities that would includs up-to-date health information, and the 32.1
development, in partnership with local communities and public health providers,
of adequate health-monitoring plana. ESR's experience of working, in
collaboration with TVC, WSLF and local health officials, in the larger community
surroungiing LINL, underscores the importance of these issues.

In addition, we wish to clearly state that, while we strongly support
Stewardship clean-up measures that will serve to manimize the protection of
communities from the legacy of DOE activities, we believe that true protection
of ths public health in this regard can only be attained by firm steps being
undertaken to end all development, testing, and deployment of nuclear weapons ab
all DOE {and other) sites 23 & means to abolish these dread weapons once and for
all.

32.2

Prasident

San Francisco-Bay Arsa Chapter
Physiclans for Social Responsibility
(W) {408} =872=7259

email: rmgouldlfyzhoo.com

PE: I have attached & copy of the TVC/WSLE comments of 12/12/00 for your
convenient reference.

| 32.3

32.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that
the primary purpose of LTS is continued protection of human health and the environment. The Department
agrees that in some cases, site-specific LTS plans may need to include provisions for distributing public health
information to affected parties, and, where appropriate, plans for health monitoring. A new text box at the end
of Chapter 2 of the Study discusses the importance of public health concerns during long-term stewardship.
With respect to care and compensation, such decisions would need to be made on a case-by-case basis.

32.2 — The focus of this Study is to discuss the challenges the Department will need to address for sites with
long-term stewardship responsibilities. The Department notes this commenter's opinion related to the federal
nuclear weapons mission.

|32.3 -- Please see responses to Comment letter 6.




DR [ LOWG-TERM STEWARDSHIE ELEM
E

TRI-VALLEY CAREa

ENL

WESTERN STATES LEGRL FQUNDATION

Degember 12, 2000

1. The nighast priority shenld be placed on selecting remedies that
protect the lang-term safety and health of the comsunity znd of the
environment surrounding the DOE facility. Rl1l aspects of establishing,
maintaining and funding long-term atewardship activities should be
considersd during the remedy selsction process. Wharever posaible,. we
prafer that DOE facilities are clesned up to 2 level that allows
unrestricted use and avoid the need for long-term stewdrdship. Where
cleanup to such a level iy not practical @us to current technical
constraints, we want commitments inserted inte final remedy decision
documents detailing the stewardship plan and funding,

2. Long-ters stewardship activities at sach site should include
distribution of health information and a health-monitoring plan, After
remedy seloction, we belleve that the leng-tesm stewardshlp skenld include
the following activities: 1) distribution to the public of information,
databases, and fact shects about possible dissase outcomes related to
centémination; 2] distribubion to local public health providers about
possible dissase outcomes relsted to contamination; 3) development of
health monitering plans in appropriste communities.

3. We strongly advisze that DOE develop 2 mechanism where local
communities will be involved throughout the long-term stawardship desision
making process. Bullding strong locel public involvement is possibly the
most essential element of ensuring survivability and sustainability of
Long-temm stewardship. This should include involvement im ipitial long-term
stewardship activities and any changssz to those activities that Hisy DoCUr
as 2 result af ge-gvaluation or medification of the remady. The community
should alsc be invalved in periocdic reviews, such as the fiva-year review
cy¢le under CERCLA to re-avaluste the effuctivenses and performance of lang
term stewardship activities. Additionally, indspendsnt technicsl expertise
should be provided to communities to assist them in wading through the many
technical documents that form the basis for key decisions. DOZ sheuld
provide funding for this expertise. .

4, Develop Contingency Plams at the Time Cleanup Decisions are Made,
The National Ressarch Council gecommendsd that *DOE should plan for
uncertainty ang fallibility" of some aspects of the long~terr stewardship
peogeam; including devaloping plans "to maximize fallow-through on phased,
iterative and adaptive leng-term institutional management approaches at
sites where contaminants remaln,” We belisve that these plans should be
developed concurrent with cleanup decisions, and should be perlodically
revisited,



E. Devalop firm funding commitments for long=term stewardship. :Funding
for stewsrdship activities must be sdeguate. When the final remedy ia
#greed to at & site, full funding for stewerdship activitizs sheuld ba
defined, including the zole of the parties who will manage the funding and
the funding sources.

rE. Perio-dically re-svaluate the semedy. DOE {or subseguent fadaral
‘managers) should implement a systematic process for re-evaluating and if
nesded, modifying existing LTS activities to ensure that developments in
aclence, technology znd performance are incorporated, This reevaluation
should cersider the following: changes in health standards asscoiated with
contaminants that are left in place, changes in technolegy that were not
zvailable at the time when initial clesnup decisions were made bys if
implemanted would eliminete the need for long-term stewardship activitias,
end performance of the remedy in place. The communiby should be invelved in
these re-gvaluations. .

7. - DOE should develop a program te look for solutions that would
minimize or eliminate the need for long=term atewardship, We sre aware
that seme contaminants will have to be "stored" in place or at the site fag
long periods of time. This may be true for many radicnuslides and some
chemicals, often when they are in the form of dense-non-zquesus phase
liguids (DHAPLa). We also believe that once decisions are made to lsave 3
contaminant in place, it is difficult to continue research on how the
contaminant could be aafely treated, avoiding the need for long=term
stewardship messures. We propess that DOE form a dedicated program that
keepe an eye fowards the futvre, and gontinually locks for solutions to
thess problems. We think that this progrsm should be coordinated with the
Office of Long-Term Stewardship.

4. A reliable, up-to-date record management facility aceessible to the
community fa required, DOE mmst fully characterizs, document, and disclose
all environmental contamination at its zites in case failures goeour.
Becavse of the long-term natuce of contaminants found at many of the sites,
DCE should develop a record management system that will always ba
accesaible near the location of the atewsrdship activities, from a regiocnal
access point (such &3 the state archive or library) and from the Wational
Rrchive system. In cases such.as waste burlal areas (e.g., Waste Isclation
Pilot PrﬂjEEtJ; DOE should submit records te internaticnal archives as
wetll,

4. Develop policy and regulations on property kransfers. One of the
more difficult aspects of thise pregram iz deciding hew to handle property
transfers and the opligations of OCE and the new owner after ths tranafer.
We strongly advize that this be addressed &% policy and specific
reguletion, which containa the premise that DOE is rasponsible for a site
in perpetuity unless the new ownér has altered the property (e.g., drills
through a landfill), viclated 2z legal deed restrictioh, or contaminates the
environment. If the owner is insclvent, then liability should revert back
to DOE.

10. When institutional controls or land-use contrals ars part of the
remedy, DOE sheuld be required to monitor and enforce compliance with thoss
controls. If property iz tranaferred to another entity, DOE should develsp
# system whereby 1T will monitor complisnce with any land-uge
restrictions/institutienal controls, and enforce conpliance when necessary.



11. Avoid transferring hazardous swbstances. Transferring waste adds the
compiicatien of transportation and reclamation of the former site, while
gtill maintaining the burden of long-term stewardship activities. We are
alao concerned that some locations with lax standards could hecome the
dumping ground for many long-lived hazardous materiala.

12. ALl ¢leappps that fall under the LTS program should use the CERCLA
regulatory framework. There ars many ¢leanups c¢enducted pursusnt to
non-CERCLE authority. We proposs that DOE teke the iniriative to form a
consistent regulatery mechaniam for the LTS program, and that CERCLA is the
method that provides the mest opportunity for community invelvament in
decizion making.

13. When contaminants are left in place, DOE should compensate local
governments. Compensation to fund protective equipment, emergency
preparedness, and sophisticated record keeping should be available to all
locel governments where long-term stewardship activities fall under thelir
jurizdiction. Ewen with the best plans, we know that there will be
failures., Scme of thess failures may require emergency medical response due
to suddan events (e.g., explesicn), but many may lsad to negative health
affects due to non-sudden events (s.g., failure to contain seeping
groundwater plumes lsading to dontaminatison ¢f the water supplyl. Raide
from direct compénssticon, we helleve that DOE should provide an insurance
pelicy for each site. This insurance should be similar to Environmental
Impeirment Liability policies required by the Resocurce Conservatien
Recovery Bct (RCRA). Thess policies aze required by EPR regulations for
privately held sites that treat, store, or dizpose of hazardous waste. We
suggest that the Offlce of Long=Term 3tewardship investigate varicus
mechanisms to fund such insurance.

14. DOE Cffice of Environmental Mapnagement [or its asuccessor organization)
should take responsibility for long-term stewardship at the site. We do not
belisve that the other line programs of DOE would pui egual focoz inte the
miszion and goal of adequate long-term stewardship. We are especially
concerned that sites within the new Hatlonal MNuclear Security Agency would.
not cosrdinate well with non=-¥MSA functions. It is of particular importancs
that lomg=term stewardship planning and activities are coordinated with
adequate project management oversight and authority ln one office within
ok, .

15. DOE shoupld integrate prior studise inte its assessment of lLong-term
stewardship needs. Assessing the sites on the "1295 List of Sites Reviewed
for Possible Past Involvament in Fuclear Weapons and Rocleer Energy Related
Activities" is an importent and diffieult task. We urge DOE to continoe
wopk on this list = specifically creating a database that will provide
information about each site and long-term stewardship needs. Rdditiopally,
coordination between this study and the long-term stewsrdship anslyses
[site specific and national) curzently belng conducted by DOE for Congress
should be improved.
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Jim Meorg

WIRC Public Involvernent
T4ZA, Rogm 142
Savannah River Siia
Adlen, B0 29808

DRAFT LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIF STUDY — Yaur email of Nevernbar 6, 2000

Diear Mr, Muone:

We have reviewed the subjucr drift and have the follwwlng commente

Majar Compenis

1. We suppurt the concept of planning for long-term srewardship s DOE sitms, Becavss cach DOE sim
s dliffanent qug—m_-m noeds and intsgrstes into = differant commun)ty infrestroeTure, we sapges tha
_h@nm:n stewnrdship planning be perionmed an 2 decentilized basls. DOE hardguares shuoald be
rexponilble For policy development and peogrun oversight. with program Implem=ntstion and
Fahaholder invelvement being perfarmed =t each site. . :

2. Th draft Swdy his not baen adequately scoped. and inpat from: an important stakehulder imterest has

ak been incorporated, Appendix B properly includss econemis re-develapment s = driver fot
sewrdship jmuzs. Hawever, nane of the prganfzaiions responsible for sconomic development in the

Cenigl Savennah River Arex wers conmend during the scopitg phase of this sudy. Soune rokevant
agencics that shawid ke been contacted ineluds (1) the Savenath River Regronal Diversification
Imiiative - the-DOE recopnized community rause organizarian, (7] the Sawannzh River Site
Redevelopmen: Authority — the South Carolina s thamersd organitation responsible Tor reuse of
exeess SRS 20 and {3) the Ecoromic Dewclopment Panership which hes a multi-year bizory of
Intagsalihg SRS asseda inen the local economic bage, Mamy of the whirmenks includsd herein shonld
kave been solicied during the scoping phase of this sudy. ’ :

3. Section 2.&, page 7 A fifth dizposTilon path most be identified. In many instaness, exeess DOE
Tae/lities will still have econgmle value, ever though it DOE mission needs have been complered, At
locarions vueh a3 Savannah River, it may n2 bo prudent for DOE ta mansfer band o the privats sector
(2.3 land needed for & buffer), In swck instances. the opzion for a porn-DOE emity to uss tha! asset
while still on DOE lands must be scenmmudated. Your st of digposition paths mos include a (%
optian for “Transfer or lese of excegy fasiliies i fomfedeml povemment emities with DOE rominimg
title 1o uhdertying [2pd. This requires deweloping development and negaligtion ¢ dppropriate lznd.
lord-renant sgreements.” [n suppom af 1his alernstiva. DOE should developmens. In conjunctign with
appropriste sEkcholders, broad polloy galdance. This sltemative wil) zssure thas the American
sconomy =an bencfil frimh the residual sconomic value of a3sers purchased with rmepayer dolles.

4. Bection 4.3, page 39 — We would appreciate the oppeciuriity 19 provide input i the multi-program
werking goup that ij-eumining long-tzem sewardship issuzs at Sies with continuing noo-EM
opefations.

33.1

33.2

33.3

33.4

33.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The commenters expressed varied opinions on the appropriate balance between
federal vs. non-federal leadership, and between a strong central organization vs. independent field
organizations. The Department notes that a balance that may work well for one site may not work well for other
sites.

33.2 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for
long-term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-
specific issues. Exhibit 1.2 explains how the NEPA process was applied with regard to public scoping for the
Study.

33.3 — The Department has not identified a fifth path because leasing is not a property disposition. However,
leasing is discussed in Section 6.2 of the Study.

33.4 — The comment refers specifically to an internal working group for a policy on site transfer. Although that
policy has already been completed, we encourage stakeholders to take active participation in the long-term
stewardship process. Several stakeholder groups exist at the Savannah River Site, including the Site Specific
Advisory Board, and the Board's Committee on Long-term Stewardship, that provide opportunities for public
input to long-term stewardship issues.
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33.5

33.6

33.7

33.8

33.9

33.10

33.11

|33.12

33.5 — The text has been changed to reflect this comment; the Study now refers to "energy research activities"
as well.

33.6 — The text has been changed to reflect this comment.

33.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.

33.8 — Use of a discounting factor is not addressed; however the uncertainty of life-cycle accounting is
examined at length.

33.9 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term

stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.

33.10 — The Department evaluated the specific suggestion made in this comment but chose not to revise the
Study in response. The comment is addressed in the text which discusses the need to concentrate initially on
the near future because of the nature of long-term uncertainties.

33.11 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Study. As noted in
Section 4.2.4 of the Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new science and
technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will (1) identify
science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and external to
DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these needs.
The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls, surveillance and monitoring, and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites.

33.12 — The text has been altered to address this comment.




. 12/14/10
Sleven Livingstone, Project Manager,
Office of Long-Term Stewardship, (EM-51},
Office of Envvironmental Managemaent,
U.S. Depariment of Energy, P.0, Box 45079
Washingrton, D.C. 20026-5074,
phone: 202-536-0250,

Topic: Public Comments regarding the DOE/EM/LTS "Long-Term Stewardship Study Draft”
dated October 2000

Dear Mr. Livingstone:

Thank you for this oppormunity to comment on the "Long-Term Stewardship Study Draft” (LTSSD)
dated October 2000. | found it to be very well organized and thought-out. In general I support all the
eurrm'te;lts provided by the organization Communities Against a Radioactive Enviromment {Tri-Valley

Aftrr reviewing the entire study 1 identified numergus issucs which should be addressed in the final
report. Many of these issues are likely to involve details which the study formulators may consider as
Cutof-scope or as issues already relegated to the "Report to Congress - Long-Term Stewardship"
Eﬂo-:ummt. I beligve such segmentation and compartmentalization, of this major program, tends tn
impede the public's ability to judge the LTSSD which is largely limited to programmatic policy lssues.
My comuments include nutmerous criticism which samy DOE /EM/LTS offivials may view as unproductive
or irrelevant. Turge the reviewers of my criticisms to look upon then as opportunities to serve the needs
?’{..LI;EH generations, a5 was stated in the Inset box in Chapler 10, titled "Seventh Gencration
anning.”

Belaw is listed the recommendations by Tri-Valley CAREs in italics. Following the first paragraph
dre my own suggestions and comments that include details that should be addressed in the final report.
Fallowing the TVC list are addltlonal observatipns and comments that [ produced while reviewing the
LT55D.

*  THE HIGHEST PRIORITY SHOULD BE PLACED ON SELECTING REMEDIES
THAT PROTECT THE LONG-TERM SAFETY AND HEALTH OF THE COMMUNITY
AND OF THE ENVIRONMENT SURROUNDING THE DOE FACILITY, All aspects of
citablishing, maintaining and funding long-ferm stewardship ackvities should be
considered during the remady selection process that & part of active glesrup,
Whereuer pogsible, we prefer that DOE facilities are cleaned up to 2 level that aflows
unrestriched wse and quoids the need for long-term stevardship. Where demup to such a
Tevel is not practival due to current fechatical constraings, we Wane commitments fnserted
into final remedy decision documents detailing the stewardship plon and funding,

The fact remains that many of the DOE's facillties Yie on public lands which were withdrawn from
public use for the temporary use of the AEC. 1t was assumed that AEC would serve as good stewards of
those public lands and return them in good condition for the use of future generations. Instead, it has
turned out that some aspects of some of those lands have been turned into nalionsl sacrifice zones and
many I"l‘.lt‘ll.ﬂ‘.' generation will need to devote resources to limit the possibility that those contaminated
properties will result in future harm,

Though the LTS5D indicates that short-term congressional funding for the stewardship program is
likely to be adequete, the fact remains that the remedy options hat are being chosen are a result of
compromises and trade-offs that reflect current political, economic and technological realitics, Once
the remidy ic selected il is often tuted as the best of all possible solutions and the abandonded options
are forgotten. The complete history of all decisions, and the background data that led up to those

| 34.0

| 34.1

34.2

34.0 — Please see responses to comment number 6.

34.1 — The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitled A Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563). The Report to Congress and the Study
were prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different. The primary focus of|
the Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common national
issues. Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to read
both documents. The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,
such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs. Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2
of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities. The
cost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study. They were
not in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publication
of the Draft Study. The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOE
moves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship. For the Report to Congress, each site
was strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.
The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or on
the public comment process used to develop the Report. The Department encourages members of the public to
comment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at each
site.




derisions, must be made fresly available to the public from the very eairliest stages of the stewardship

program.

In the case of the underground nudear exploslon test areas at the Nevada Test Site (NTS) a DOE
coniractor conceptual stugdy estimated that one cleanup option would cost $7.3 trillion. The Nevada
Operations Office chose the Institutional Controls option which was estimated to costs less than one

eight-thousandth as much as the high figure,

Future generations deserve to know why certain options were not chosen, i'lru:IUding rejection for being
econemically and/or technologically impracticsl. Inserting such early decision details into the final

dedision dpcuments should be an enforced requirement.

¥

DOE SHOULD DEVELOP A PROGRAM TO LOOK FOR SOLUTIONS THAT WOLULD
MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR LONC-TERM STEWARDSHIF. We are
guare that some contamingnis will kave bo be “slored” in place or af the site for lomg
periods of time. This may be true for many radiomiclides and some chemicals, often when
Fhey are i B form of dense-non-aquenus plase liguids (DNAPLs).  We also belirve that
once decisions are made fo leave @ confaminant ™ pluce, it 15 difficult to get funding to
monitor i while simultoneously conbinuing ressarch on how the contaminant could be
safely freated. SHIl, developing a remedial treatment that destroys @ chemical
contuminant, for example, showld remain a high priority, as it avoids the need for
[ong-lerm slewardship mensures. We propose that DOE form a dedicated program that
keeps an eye towards fhe futvre, and condinnally looks for solutions to these problems.

In ghort, DOE should continue to develop new and better remediation technologies for
sites that are in the long-term stewardship mode, and then to move them back fo active
cleanup when it &5 fechnically feasible to do 50,

WE STRONGCLY ADVISE THAT DOE DEVELOP A MECHANISM WHERE LOCAL

AGOMMUNITIES WILL BEINVOLVED IN LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP DECISIONS.
‘This should- include -involpement -indnitial long-term stewardship activities and dny

changes fo those activities that may ocour a5 @ result of re-evaluation or modification of
the remedy. The community should also be involved in periodic reviews, such ag the
fime-year regiew cycle under CERCLA (the Superfund law) to re-ewaluale the
effectiveness and performance of long lerm slewardship activities.  Additionally,
independent technical expertise showld be provided fo comimiitics b assisl them in
widding through the many fechnical documents that form the basis for key decisions.

DEVELOP CONTINGENCY PLANS AT THE TIME CLEANUP DECISIONS ARE
MADE. The National Academy of Sciences” Nakional Research Council recommended
that “"DOE should plan for uncertainty end falliblity" of some aspecls of the long-tern
stewardship program; including developing plans "o maximize follow-through on
phased, ilerative and adaptive long-ferm institufional management approaches at
sites where conteminants remain,”  We belicve fhat these plans should be deneloped
concurrent with cleorup decisions, and should be periodically rewsited.

DEVELOP FIRM FUNDING COMMITMENTS FOR LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP,
Funding for stemardship activities must be adequate, When the final remady is agreed
upon af 4 site, full funding for stewardskip activities should be defined, including the
role of the parfies who will monage the funding and the fimding sourres.

34.2

34.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.




* PERIODICALLY RE-EVALUATE THE REMEDY. DOE (or subsequent federal managers)
should implement @ systemafic process for re-evaluating and if nesded, modifying existing
LT3 activities to ensure that developments in scicice, fechmology and performance are
incorporaled. This revvaluation should consider the following: changes in health
standards excocioted with contaminants that are left in ploce, changes in fechnology
that were not available af the time when initial cleanup decisions were made but if
inplemented would eliminate e need for long-term stmoardship activities, and
performunce of the remedy i place, The community should be frvolved in these
re-evaluations.

* A RELIABLE, UP-TO-DATE RECORD MANAGEMENT FACILITY ACCESSIBLE TO
THE COMMURNITY 1§ REQUIRED. DOE must fully chardcterize, documend, and disclose
all environmental contamination of ifs sites in case failures ocour, At a minfmm, DOE
needs fo develap @ vecord management system that will always be aocessible al or near the
location of the stewardship activities.

IF past, ot ongoing, information classification and other forme of information access restrictions have
limited, or otherwise allered slte characterization activities and docomentalion, then the public
record should dearly indicate such. The complete data record, behind all risk analysis, must be made
available for independent peer reviewsrs who have no connection with the DOE and who do not roguire
security clearances to obtain all the relevant background data. The public records should note such
things as still pending FOIA requests for site data that is related to residual contumnination. In cases
where DOE has announged a "declassification acton,” and yet has still to release the information into
the public domain, that should also be made obvious in the public record. Classification reform requires
that the public know the what sort of Information, including demument Etfes, remains withheld from
them. The balancing, of what classified information can be released to the public, continues o weigh
heavily towards protecling institutions such as the DOE, not towards protecting the need 1o maintain a
well informed populace that forms the basis of a Mlexible and vibrant democracy.

The characterization must include, the contamination cause, source, history, the spatial distribution,
the comcentration profiles of (he individual contaminants, and the current exact lncation on the globe of
the debris deposit. 'In addition, the elevation below the surface, as well as relative to progent mean
seadlevel should be part of the Geographic Information System {GIS) database. A umiform set of
standards must be cstabliched for such a database and those requitements showld be published as
provisions in the US. Code of Federal Regulations, Clobal location measurements should be highly
accurate, based upon current US. Geolngical Survey mapping standards. The global position should be
provided in decimal degrees with 4 preferred accuracy of less than phus or minus (L0001 degree. The
contaminated body spatial extent should be recorded in standard metrie engincering units, based upon
one meter. Both contamination volurme and mass should be recorded in standard melric terms. The mass,
volume, and other characteristics, of the contamination source elements should also be provided,
Where the contamination involves a mixture of different elements, each component must be identifiad
and quantificd ac a separate layer in the GIS database. Insider terms and jargon should be avoided or
minimized. This includes "heavy metal," "special nuclear material,” "special case waste," "classified
waste," "AEA Section 11e{1) by-product materfal," "AEA Section 11¢{2) bypreduct material,”
“contaminated environmental media,” “TRU-contaminated wasle," and "spent nuclear fuel.” Other
terms ¢hould also be minimeed or gt Jeast deseribed as accepted regulatory terms. This includes low-
level mixed waste, low-level waste, fransuranic waste, high-lavel waste, and "Greater-Than-Class-
C" waste. Stch terms, and associated datz, should be put into appendixes or deflned In a glossary, 1
doubt that futnre generations will appreciate being burdened with such regulatory golbbledygook
which was created in less than a half-century of our lives,

In the casc of radivactive elements, the radicactivity level (In Curles), referenced to a recent date,
should be included in the GIS public record. The GIS record should include basic Jocal information such
25 depth to the local water table, subsurface flow directon, annual rainfall and surface water flow
direction. Once the recording requirement standards are established the public record, for each site,
showld clearly note where data is missing, incomplele, inaccurate, or uncertain, This would include the

34.3

34.4

34.5

34.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.

34.4 — See response to Comment 34.3.

34.5 — The Department attempted to minimize the use of these terms and jargon.




causes, such as “source dala remaing classified as SECRET RESTRICTED DATA, as of 1 January 2001, in
file xxx, located at zzz.”

The Initial data input into this GIS databaswe can begin immediately and progress rapidly if
DOE/EM/LTS start® an inititive to do so. One of the contacls listed on the LTS web site is Denise
Bleakly, a GIS Specialist at Sandia Natlonal Laboratorles, With the right tools, funding resources,
rapid feed of DOE site deseription name and geographic coordinates, a preliminary GIS database of all
the stewardship sites can be created. With one cheep GPS recelver and a dedicated person that can
trave] to each of the sites and be esqorted by DOE/EM figld techs, a full set of semi-accurate GFA
location coordinates could be assembled In a few months,

The GIS database should be made transparent to public access. Assess to the raw data and metadata, in
the GIS, should be made casily available through a link on any GIS presentation page located on the
DOE/EM server, as well as on outlying servers, such as those at Oak Ridge and at site speeifie ficld
offices. Means should be provided to provide feedback to GIS specialists to suggeat data additions,
refinemnents and comrections. Several different quality control structures should be established to ensure,
that final version input data is accurate, or at least its limitations are properly described and noted.

The LT35D mentons that funding, for DOE /EM records management activities, is often viewed as not a
priority. There needs to be mote incentves and teeth cotablished in the case of the stewardship
program. As regulatory records are generated and delivered o oversight agencies, the full-text of those
documents should be posted on the DOE's and the regulator's web sites, along with indications that
delivery milestone dates were met or missed. Delivery of hard copies should not be limited to the
agencies of concern. Numnerous other copics should be immediately sent to dedicated repositories, such
as the State library, regional community libraries near the affecled sile and o colleges and wniversity
libraries in the state. Major decision documents should be distributed to at least a dozen major federal
tepositories located through-put the nation. Th Nevada, DOE/NV has an agreement with the State to
send. regulatory milestone documents to a special scotion in the State Library. When [ last checked, it
appeared delivery was years late.  Apparently, there was little incentive to meet this agreement.

The DOE/EM should provide professional information specialist help to the various repositories. This
is especially needed for small community Iibrarics that have Utte space, ot experience, with indedng
and filing of DOE's arcane publication titling and numbering system. Singe prodigiona quantities of
reports are generated during site characterization and remedial activities, it might be useful to request
funds for building additions on to community libraries to house massive quentities of site specific
teports. The ultimate cost of the stewardship program should take Into account the storage, and
cataloglng burden it will leave with outside entities, such as community libraries.

Major efforts need to go into calaloging and the creation of cross indexes that relale all data asspciated
wilh a given site. The World Wide Wide web and computer information databases can aid in that
process but those still retains many weaknesses and faults.

L urge the LT3 office to post a link to the draft Environenental Protection Agency guidance on CERCLA 5-
Yuvar reviews on the LTS web site. This site should also contzin links to at least the last four reports to
Congress involving progress in Implementing Sceetion 120 of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. Links to- these reports, and to the titles of all 12 reports,
should be consolidated into a single web page. The titles of all 12 reports should turn up when using
several different DOE search engines. 1 found that several of DOE's search engines failed th find ong or
more of these on-line reports,

Links fo the last four of these reports are as follows:

Ninth Anmual Report: http:/ fwww.em.doe.gov/cerdla/index. himd
Tenth Annual Repart: httpr/ /wwiw.em.doe gov/ cercla¥7 / index. html
Eleventh Annual Report https// www.ermadoe gov /corcla®9/ index html
Twelfth Annual Report:  htpe/ fwww.em.doe.gov/ tee 200 index. htmd
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34.6 — See response to Comment 34.3.

34.7 — See response to Comment 34.3.

34.8 — See response to Comment 34.3.




The stewardship program needs to take into account the durability of records, The advise of archival
information specialist is needed. Many hi-tech DOE coniractors are churning out massive data sos on
CD/ROMs. In many cases they are intended primarily for use within the DOE and its array of
contractors. The indexing cataloging, and physical filing of such electromic reporis may not follow the
rules presently applied o hard copy documents,. When T requested a CD-ROM, that a DOE coniractor
genereted, T was given a run-around and then told by the DOE Operations Office that production of an
extra copy would cost me about $30 dollars.

T beligve Blank R-CD/ROMS cost less than 52,

I've been told by archive specialist that the CD/ROM format is not regarded as an archival document,
mainly becuse ench electronic furmats change rapidly in our rapidly evolving society, I was glad m see
the brief reference, in the LTSSD report, to the Long Now Foundatlon and its concept of preserving
written materials for very very long periods of time. 5till I see that as a future concept that should not
be utilized 1o sell todays stewardship policy planning mission.

In conclusion, the LTS Qffice should make some near-term efforts to eisure that regulatory reports, and
all other reports that might be associated with stewardship functions are avallable in hard-copy form
and freely available fo interested community members. Confidentially agreements, between the DOE
and its contractors should not interfere with the public's and the state regulator’s ability to determing
the degree of site contamination, the neell to take remedial actions, and the exsct form of those
remedial actions. The LTS Office needs to look into any conflict of inlerest that can take place between
a regulator’s need to know and a contractors desire 10 not reveal its plan to potential competitors,

Increasingly, the DOE is relylng upon ducument distributlon via the Internet.  Apparently, existing
policy is increasingly pushing the PDF format. That is fine for an organization that can justify
upgtading i fact networked computers and software on a regular basis, and that has a staff of system
administrators i ensure the smooth transition o the latest licensed software version. Unfortunalely,
that leavessmany small community-based, non-profit oversight organizations, behind, Old Mac
compulers;aonnected via a 28K modem, can take hours to downlgad a PDF report that a DOE/HQ
machine can capture in under five minutes, [ have been out to remote Indian communities where use of
the Internel fwvolves a carefully rationed long-distance call. [ would like to see the playing field
leveled a bit with some more sensitlvity towards those who have Umited hi-tech imformational
TESITORS.

As used today, large organizations tend to operate an intranet for interna] operations and a Internet for
public relations purposes. This process makes it easy to conduct numerous analysis and decisions behind
closad doors. This situation needs to be looked at from the standpoint of lnvolving the local
communities in the earliest stages of DOE's site restoration and stewardship activities.

*  DEVELOP POLICY AND REGULATIONS ON FROPERTY TRANSFERS. Ome of
the more difficult aspects of this program is deciding how to handle property transfers
and the obligations of DOE and the new oumer after the transfer, We strongly aduvise
that this he addressed as policy and specific regtdation, which contains the premise
that DOE i¢ responsible for a site in perpetuity unless the new ouner has altered the
property (e.g., drills fhrough a landfill), violated a Tegal deed restriction, or contamingtes
the environment,

Az stated under TVC's first comment paragraph, I mentioned that the ABC sactificed public lands
which were temporarily loaned to it in trust. The LT55D report indicated the complex nature of some
of the land transfers that occurred during the time of the AEC and how the AEA allowed the rapid
takepver in numerous situations. The LTSSD then pointed out many mechanisms by which DOE land
disposition transfers conld be accomplished in conjunction with enviromunental analysis. There were
sume examples of such, but I believe the final report should also provide a couple of recent examples
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34.9 — See response to Comment 34.3.

34.10 — See response to Comment 34.3.




where major land transfers occurred with little or no environmental analysis. Its likely that officials
in the LIS Office were not informed of these land transfers when they were gathering information on
this topic,

With the signing of Public Law No. 106-65 on 5 Oct. 199, a provision in it took effect which cffectively
transforred 50 square miles of withdrawn public lands, assigned in June of 1958 to the control of the AEC,
to the the control of the 1.5 Air Force, No public environmental assessment of this land had taken
place, nor was an analysis or review proposad before the transfer was made. In fact, since 10 October
1965, public revelations of the environmental skatus of this land has besn blocked by 2 series of annual
Presidential Determinations.

Legral citations: 23 FR 4700; PLO 1662

PD 8545, PD 96-54, PD 97-35, PD 98-36, FD 9937, FD 2000-30
Pub.L. 10665, Div. B, Title 330X, Subtitle A,

& 3011(bM2)(A), Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Siat. 886

With the same stroke of the Presidential pen, 200 square miles of perpetually contaminated nuclear
testing lands were formerly transferred b the control of the DOE. At that Hme the DOE knew this
land was deslined for for its long-term stewardship program.

Legal citation:
Pub.L. 106-65, Div. E, Title 330X, Subtitle A,
5 3011(bK2)B), Oct. 05, 1999, 113 Stat. 556

¥ AVOID TRANSFERRING OR RELOCATING HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, This
practice reduces the complicution of fransportation and: reclamation of the former sife,
while still maintaining the burden ‘of Jong-tern stewardship activities.  We are also
concertied: that -some. locations with lox standards- could. become fhe dumping ground
Sfor many long-lived hozardous materials,

*  ALL CLEANUPS THAT FALL UNDER THE LTS PROGRAM SHOULD USE THE
CERCLA REGULATQRY FRAMEWORK. There are many cleamps conducted
pursuant o #non-CERCLA authority.  We proposs that DOE take the Initiatve fo form
a comsistentt regulatory mechanism for the LTS program, and that CERCLA & the method
that provides the most cyportunity for cosnunity involvement i dacision making.

In the case of all thit nation's nuclear testing sltes, new Preliminary Assessments (PAs) should be
conducted and judged on the basls that future generations may decide to homestead on such sites. The
PA should be performed by environmental analysis experts who have no connection with DOE/NY and
do not depend upon old data supplied by them. The previous PA, prepered by a long-time DOE/NV
contractor, should not be used as the basis of the new PA, Each of the 933 nuclear detonation siles
should be evalualed separately and listed on the NFL if the future (not present) hazard is deemed
serious. Those sites that fail to make the NPL should not be simply be issued & Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONST) and then dropped off the regulatory radar screen,

¥ WHEN CONTAMINANTS ARE LEFT IN PLACE, DOE SHOULD COMPENSATE
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS. Compensation fo fund protective equipment, emergency
preparednicss, aud sophisticated recard kesping should be guaflable fo all local
governments where LTS activities fall under their jurisdiction.

The full funding scope of leaving tempurarily borrowed public lands permanently damaged must be
recognized at the carliest stages of the DOE/EM/LTS program. Simply dropping hundreds of arcane
technical reports in the laps local lbraries is not likely to lead to the long-term goals which the
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34.11 — The focus of this Study is to discuss common issues the Department will need to address for sites with
long-term stewardship responsibilities. The Office of Long Term Stewardship forwarded this site-specific
comment to the appropriate point of contact at the Nevada Test Site.




program managers claim they desire. Libraries regularly dicpose of excess materfals which are old,
damaged and poorly used. 'This s a fact of life where budgets are limited and space is tight,

At the end of Appendix C is a listing of some of assoclated web sites. | have explored a number of these
and found portions of the Long-term Stewardship site (hitp://lts.apps.cm.doe.gov) very well
developed. However the o
hitp://doe-web-rpt.em.dosgov/Ioginasp and the

hitp:/ /ndaaJongtermstewardship.net/ndaa /index.asp

sites sppear o be limited to insider access,

A few years ago the Livermore Lab announced, in one of thelr public journals, that a modeling program
that portrays the underground contamination plumes, on and off site, were now available on the
Internet. What the public jotrnal failed to mention was that access to thal web site was restricted to
certain parties, such as a State regulator who's job it was 1o track lab regulatory compliance, If the
DOR annotnces its apening certain doors to the public then that should happen. 1f it turns out o be and
cmpty promise then there needs 1o b2 serious consequences. Rarely, do I see stch consequenges.

DOE/EM has become quite adept at freely throwing aboul the term "long-term” without providing
some gquanbitative perspectlve on the periods of time that may often be involved. The Department
claims this lack of quuntitative estimates is due to great uncertainties in detormining the stewardship
fate of the sites. 1 see this as a way to avoid the hard truth which is that some sites arc likely fo
remzin contaminated for about a quarter-million years due 10 large quantitics of buried plutonium-239.
Flanning for stewardship acHvities at sites that could be removed from that status within the next
hurdred years can be very diffcrent than for sites that will likely require cantion for tens of thousands
of years. Irit40 CFR 191.13 the contsinment requirement period, [or transuranic radinactive wasie, was
chosen as 30,000 years. That was a compromise value due to great uncertainties beyond that. The
DOE /EM/ISTS Office must start desling more openly with the realities of such cxtreme periods of ime
and provide quantitative estimates of the length of time individual sites are likely 1o roquire
stowardship activities. The LTS Office sponsored study by the National Research Council fitled
"Long-Term Institutional Management of US. Department of Energy Legacy Wasts Sites™ put the
problem rather succinctly, saying

Since sume radioactive wastes remain dangerous for several thousand years, the problem is
analogous t0 4 waste-management program established during the Roman Empire. Itis
unlikely that the Romans would have been able to foresee conditions in today's world, but
their waste products might still be poisoning the environment.

Typically, a fandamental grasp of such enarmous spans of tme i not the forte of DOE administrators.
The LTS Office should establish policy that discouragrs the use of the term "long-term” and substitutes
specific guantitive ime estimates for individual site situations,

Thave noticed that the "Report to Congress - Long-Term Stewardshi " is now ex to be
delivered to Congress on the 17¢h of December, Instead of the nﬂ?ﬂﬁlmmm date E:C}H‘:glst aof
October. In Carolyn L. Huntoon's introductory letter I noticed an error in that she stated, at the top of
page -iv-, that Congress requested the reporl ™.in the FY 2000 National Defense Authorization Act..”
The request wording appearsd in a committee report and never made it into the actual Law.

While reviewing the STGWG mevting notes, from the 28 March 2000 gathering, T noticed that some
membets felt that their opportunity to comment on the draft version of "Report to Congress - Long-Term
Stewardship Report,” was overly bmited. 1 hope the LTS office considers pulilishing numerous
additional coples of that report and sends it out to all the parties that have shown an interest in the
"Long-Term Stewardship Study development process, Hopefully, we will receive complete copics,
containing all volumes and appendixes soon after Congrress receives their volumes.

34.12

34.12 — The text has been changed to reflect this comment.
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34.13 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 2.1 of the Study. The Department notes that
the definition of long-term stewardship used in the Study is that which is stated explicitly in the Settlement
Agreement. The Department agrees that long time frames may be involved, and has added a text box in
Chapter 2 of the Study to help clarify that point. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the issue of developing a consistent, consensus definition of long-term stewardship as one of
the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship
Executive Steering Committee. In addition, with regard to quantitative estimates, the Report to Congress on
Long-term Stewardship provides the most up-to-date estimates; however, the Department notes that
considerable uncertainty will be associated with any such estimates beyond several decades or so.

34.14 — The Study does not include this statement.

34.15 — The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitled A Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563). The Report to Congress and the Study
were prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different. The primary focus of|
the Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common national
issues. Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to read
both documents. The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,
such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs. Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2
of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities. The
cost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study. They were
not in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publication
of the Draft Study. The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOE
moves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship. For the Report to Congress, each site
was strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.
The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or on
the public comment process used to develop the Report. The Department encourages members of the public to
comment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at each
site. Copies of the Report to Congress were distributed to persons and organizations who received previous
publications related to long-term stewardship. Please contact DOE if you require additional copies.




in Appendix B, Page - B -, Exhibit B-L Scoping Comments, Box 1,

Thi: third comment noted from the State Attorney Ceneral Office was

< Proposed that DOE dedicate part of each former DOE facilify a¢ a historic site or tuseurn (v long-
term Information management, »

The LTS response to that was "(Out of scope)” 1 futl fat ruspnnsu is highly reflective of the limited
forus which this LTS5D repart wes confingd to. Perhaps such museums should not be encoutaged since
they are typlcally run with a particular blas. That bias Is to put the sife in the best posuble light
while neglecting to describe the horrendous environmental costs that may extend for hundreds of
penerations Into the future,

When the final report is issued it should contafn a notice, perhaps in an appendix dealing with the
public comments, that states where the original recsived comments, on all aspects of the report
development, can be viewed and copied. T highly encourage DOE/EM/LTS Qffice tn prepare a similar
sheet for the "Report to Congress - Long-Term Stewardship Report.” Efforts should be made to form a
document of all received public comments and to place coples of these in all of POE's public reading
rooms around the country.

T hope the Oflce of Long-Term Slewandship (EM-51) finds some of my comments useful and produces 2
final report that reflects a broader perspective than that which T found in the draft version.

Sincerely,

mer- D,

Vernon J. Brechin -

2558, Reystar Ave, #9
Mountain Vigw, CA 94(40-1734
B30-961-5123
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34.16 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department agrees that
museums may be a way to meet legal requirements to maintain an information repository and to provide
knowledge about sites to communities during long-term stewardship. Museums already exist at certain DOE
sites (e.g., Sandia National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and
the Hanford Site), although information management is not currently part of their mission. The advantages and
disadvantages of establishing a museum need to be assessed on a site-specific basis, since museums are not
appropriate for all sites. The establishment of an information repository is a separate mission but could be
incorporated with the development of a museum, visitor's center, or library. The Department agrees with the
specific comment that a discussion of museums is not "out of scope" and has included such a discussion in
Section 7.2 of the Study. Any decision to establish a museum at a specific site would need to consider issues
such as mission, location, and funding sources, but the Department has not developed a policy on this. This
comment will be provided to the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.

34.17 — The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitied A Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563). The Report to Congress and the Study
were prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different. The primary focus of|
the Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common national
issues. Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to read
both documents. The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,
such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs. Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2
of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities. The
cost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study. They were
not in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publication
of the Draft Study. The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOE
moves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship. For the Report to Congress, each site
was strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.
The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or on
the public comment process used to develop the Report. The Department encourages members of the public to
comment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at each
site. The Comment-Response document (Volume Il) of the Study contains a photocopy of all comment letters
on the Draft Study along with DOE's responses and will be sent, along with Volume I, to all commenters.
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35.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that
the primary purpose of LTS is continued protection of human health and the environment. The Department
agrees that in some cases, site-specific LTS plans may need to include provisions for distributing public health
information to affected parties, and, where appropriate, plans for health monitoring. A new text box at the end
of Chapter 2 of the Study discusses the importance of public health concerns during long-term stewardship.
With respect to care and compensation, such decisions would need to be made on a case-by-case basis.

35.2 — The Department agrees that site-specific long-term stewardship planning and decision documents should
clearly identify problems, remedial objectives, and long-term stewardship implications to the extent feasible.
Section 3.2 of the Study has been revised to emphasize this point. The Department acknowledges this
comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Chapter 4 of the Study discusses DOE's current policy
requiring sites to conduct long-term stewardship planning.

35.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.
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PRAFT COMMENTS ON DOE LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP STUDY - 12/12/00

1. Although the Long-term Stewardship Study was not intended to be a decision
dogument, a timeline for the resolution of eritical issues identified by this dogument is
needad, Several DOE sites are expected to achieve closure by the middle part of the 36.1
decade. Decisions must be made and actions taken, in the shart term, if the DOE is to
ensure a smooth transition to stewardship.  For example, the Draft LTS Study discussas
the transfer of lands ownad or contralled by the DOE to another fedaral agency as ona
future disposition option {(Page 7). Stakeholders are eager 1o have the future stewards
identified and interface with these stewards begun prior to the end of remadiation, to
ensure that the future stewards understand site specific LTS jssues and to provide
oppartunity for the LTS steward to contribute to the devalopment of LTS plans. Will the
foice of Long-Term Stewardship or anothar office within DOE-HQ take the lead role on
discussions/negotiations related to the transfer of land to other tederal agancies as part of
their role in providing guidance and paolicy ta the sites (Page 30)7 Such negotiations nced
to be initiatad in the short term. If not undertaken at a rational level, should individual
sites andfor field offices initiste discussions if transfer to another federal, state or local
agency is perceived &s a viable option? If discussions related to the transfer of land will be
handled at the DOE-HQ leval, what is tha anticipated time frame for those types of
discussions?

36.2

36.3

2. Related to the previous comment, should discussions at the sita level and/or field office
level regarding future site stewards include local univarsities andfor private institutions who
may have an interest in LTS activities and/or future management of portions of an
individual site? Again, guidance is required in the near future to ensure a smaath
transition?

36.4

3. The study mentions that additional sites will be transferrad to the Grand Junction
Offica (GJO) for LTS regponsibilities (page 32). What is the timaframe for determining
whether LTS will fall under the respansibility of GJO or some other arganization? For sites
with disposal facilities er residual contamination requiring environmenlal monitering, it
would geern approprizte and most econemical that LTS be handled by some centralizad
function within DOE. Coordination with that organization should ideally have begun prior
to the initiatien of @ monitoring program, hence prior to completion of disposal facility
eonstruction. At the Fernald Environmantal Management Project monitaring of the disposai
cell has been ongoing sinee the initiation of disposal facility construction, and completicn
of the first call will be accomplished in 2007, As such, the identification of the LTS
steward is essential,

| 36.5

| 36.6

4_. Page 76 of the Draft LTS Study discusses the use of tha information canters or
displays at individual sites as part of the promess of ensuring information related to LTS is
available to the public, Additional information and guidance on the appropriate mechanisms
for funding, long-term operation and maintenamze of such a facility would be beneficial,

8. Ediorial:
- Add “NNSA™ to the acronym list.
- Paga 22, Exhibit 3-4, Information Management, 2™ bullet — delots first “provida.”

| 36.8

| 36.9

36.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2.1 of the Study. As noted in
Section 4.3 of the Study, it is current DOE policy that long-term stewardship responsibilities at sites with
ongoing, non-EM missions will transfer to the site landlord organization when the EM cleanup mission is
completed and several conditions are met. The Study in several sections notes existing guidance and guidance
under development that address one or more aspects of long-term stewardship. In addition, the senior
management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee has begun to develop a Strategic Plan for
long-term stewardship. The Strategic Plan will be the basis for additional program planning documents,
including any future policies, procedures, processes, mechanisms, and strategies. The Executive Steering
Committee will provide recommendations for the resolution of specific issues, including paths forward and
timetables, as appropriate. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their
consideration.

36.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. The Department
agrees that there needs to be a smooth transition of long-term stewardship responsibilities.

36.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The commenters expressed varied opinions on the appropriate balance between
federal vs. non-federal leadership, and between a strong central organization vs. independent field
organizations. The Department notes that a balance that may work well for one site may not work well for other
sites.

36.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.

36.5 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for
long-term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-

specific issues.




36.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an issue is broader than
DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term stewardship responsibilities at
municipal landfills, and states will have long-term stewardship responsibility for "Superfund-lead" sites on the
CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad spectrum of sites will require states
to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term stewardship.

36.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration. In addition, any decision to establish an information center at a specific site would need to
consider issues such as mission, location, and funding sources, but the Department has not developed a policy
on this.

36.8 — The text has been altered to include this comment.

36.9 — The text has been altered to reflect this comment.




December 135, 2000

Steven Livingstone

Project Manager

1.8, Department of Energy
P.0. Box 45079

Washington, D.C. 20026-5079

Subjest:

Comments on Deaft Long-Term Stewardship Study, October 2000

Dear Mr. Livingstone:

A draft Long-Term Stewardship Smdy dated October 2000 has been made available for public comment.

Envirocare of Utah, Inc., (Envirocare) is the pation’s premier mixed (radioactive and hazardous) waste
treatment, storage, and disposal facility, located near Clive, Utah. Envirocare holds livenses and permits from
the Stale of Utah, the U8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and
assists the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and other government and private organizations in the trealment
and disposal of radiosctive wastes and materials.

Envirocare hereby submits the following comments on the Draft V.ong-Term Stewardship Study:

1

Where waste management involves on-site disposal. stewardship of radioactive materials should include
segregation and location controls within the disposal cell. Wastes that are nor segragared by waste type
ar regulatory class cannot subsequently be refrieved or remediated as effectively as wastes thai are
segregated throughow their life cyele. DOE should ensure that material munggemend preserves future
management options long term, imcluding disposal managemen,

. DOE’s Long-Term Stewardship Study should assess long-term liabilities of the development of new low-

leve! radioaciive waste disposal facilisies ar Ouk Ridge and INEEL agains! the cost of using existing
commercial and government disposal facilitles,

. DOE"s Long-Term Stewardship Study appears to overlook radivactive materials that are removed from

sites being cleaned up (e.g., FUSEAP waste sent to wunlicensed dispesal facilities). Radioactive
materialy dispoyed af facilities which are not regulared under the Atomic Energy Act may create Fability
and long-term liability and long-term challenges for DOE, i.e., Section 112.(2) material. Such facillies
should be consldered part of DOE's long-term stewardship program.

The Report ta Congress way scheduled to be fssued in October 2000. However, it does not agpear (o be
[ublicly available for use in reviewing and evaluating the Draft [ong-Term Stewardship Sudy. Review
of the Draft Long-Term Stewardship Study would benefit from a concurrent review of the Report o
Congress,

The draft study suggests that cleanup can be done in varying degrees, In order lo ensure that long-term
stewardship does not beeome a substitute for cleanup, long-term stewardship plans should inglude
aptional levels of cleanup and their associared impacts, including economic impacts. The costs of long-
term storage and different levels of cleanup should be evaluated. DOE's objective regarding cosi-
effective long-term stewardship showld be fo minimize the overall physical “footprint” of each site hence
reduging the overall cost for long-term stewardship,

Should you have any questions about these comments, please contact Jay Vance at (801) 532-1330.

371

37.2

37.3

37.4

| 375

37.6

37.1 — The Department believes this comment is outside the scope of the Study because it addresses
implementation and best practices for waste management in preparation for site closure.

37.2 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for
long-term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-
specific issues.

37.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. The Study notes
in several places that long-term stewardship will be required at waste disposal sites. The requirements that
apply to a given disposal unit do not depend upon whether the waste disposed in the site came from the same
or another geographic site. All of the Department's waste disposal activities are conducted in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

37.4 — The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitled A Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563). The Report to Congress and the Study
were prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different. The primary focus of]|
the Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common national
issues. Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to read
both documents. The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,
such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs. Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2
of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities. The
cost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study. They were
not in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publication
of the Draft Study. The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOE
moves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship. For the Report to Congress, each site
was strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.
The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or on
the public comment process used to develop the Report. The Department encourages members of the public to
comment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at each
site.

37.5 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, Site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs.

37.6 — The Department agrees that strategies for reducing long-term stewardship costs should be pursued to
the extent feasible. However, DOE has not established specific policies or identified specific strategies for
accomplishing this, and the Study is not the appropriate place to do so. The Department has acknowledged
this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.




Campbell, Kathiean

From: Sinod, Brenda

Sent: Tuasday, December 18, 2000 10:05 AM
To: Campbell, Kathleen

Subject: N Commeants to LT Stewardship

—Original Message—-—

From: Steven Livingstone [maitbo:Steven. Livingstone@ER. DOE. GOW]
Sant: Tuesday, Decamber 19, 2000 9:58 AM

To; "bgiredi@icfconsulting com'

Subject: - Comments fo L.T.Stewsardship

~——-Original Message—

From; Roman Kohler [mailto: rkohiz2 9@idt. net]
Sent: Friday, December 15, 2000 5:41PM

To: Livingstone, Steven

Subject: Comments to L. T Stewardship

hir. Stevan Livingstons

Praject Manager

Office of Long Term Stewardship
5. Department of Energy

Comments to the Lang Tarm Stewardship Study Draft Document.

These commeants are in support of a Cold War Mussum, Library andfar 38.1
rcesiear:éh center located in proximity of the Rocky Flats Plant in Golden
olorada.

The DOE Long Term Stowardship Study recommends that DOE impiement
stewardship in @ manar to protect and provide access to cultural ©
MBEOLMCas.

Ore menor to carry out that cbjective may bs o fund 2 Cald War

historical exhibit at a facility in proximity of the Rocky Flatz Plant

in Goidan Coloradn.

That facility may alzo house real time environmentzl data collection of
land, air and water quality as reguired in the Rocky Flats Clean Up
Agreament and various CDPHE and EPA regulations.

A ‘fal::ﬂitg that houses historical data of the materials used at the

Rocky Flats plant, the chemicals and by products used during the
produciion era will provide a one stop shapping focation for

environmental agencies, health professionals, neighbors, and students
from lacal insiructional institutions to review how regulations such a3
RCRA, CRCLA wera amplayed at the Rocky Flats Plant. The resl ime data
collaction will insure that regulations are being met to provide safaty

ta the neighboring communities.

The facility which may be & museum, library, andfor research center will
provige the long term stewardship requiramants causing future generation
o have adequate information from which to make future decision about
managamant of the property thet was contaminated and must ba contralled
in perpetuity until evalustad as suitable and safe for unrestricied use

or when sunmiffance and maintenancs of the property is no longer
raduirad,

Long term funding of a faciity could come from a frust fund established

by DOE. Examples of trust funds ara includad n Exkdbit B4 of the

Draft Long Term Stewardship docurmsnt,

The progassd facility also fulfills the public need for open access o
information about residual hazards at the site. Confinued protection of
human health and the environment will be satsfiod.

38.1 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department agrees that
museums may be a way to meet legal requirements to maintain an information repository and to provide
knowledge about sites to communities during long-term stewardship. Museums already exist at certain DOE
sites (e.g., Sandia National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and
the Hanford Site), although information management is not currently part of their mission. The advantages and
disadvantages of establishing a museum need to be assessed on a site-specific basis, since museums are not
appropriate for all sites. The establishment of an information repository is a separate mission but could be
incorporated with the development of a museum, visitor's center, or library. The Department agrees with the
specific comment that a discussion of museums is not "out of scope" and has included such a discussion in
Section 7.2 of the Study. Any decision to establish a museum at a specific site would need to consider issues
such as mission, location, and funding sources, but the Department has not developed a policy on this. This
comment will be provided to the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.




Comiments from:

Foman Kohler

Eoard member

Rocky Flats Homesteaders (an organization of Rocky Fists refirees)

Roman Kahler

8295 W, 90th Circle
Wesiminstar, CO 800214413
(3033820-7442

rkohie2 0@idt nat



Campbell, Kathleen

From: Glrod, Branda

Sent: Tussdey, December 18, 2000 5:57 AM

Te: Campbell, Kathleen

Subject: FW: Cammants to Long-Tarm Stawardzhip Study (Drafi)

—-Original Mezsage—

From; Stevan Livingstone [maitte: Steven. Livingstone@EM . DOE.GOWV]
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2000 3:48 AM

Ta: ‘bired@icfconsulting.com'

Subject: FW: Comments fo Long-Term Stewardship Study (Drafi)

~==0riginat Meszage—- )

From: H_B_Boyd_Hathaway@HL. gov gnaiItq:H__B_Euyd_Hathaway@RL.gm‘j
Sent Friday, December 15, 2000 6:05 PM

To: Livingstone, Steven

Co: H_B Boyd_Hathaway@r.gov

Subject: Commants to Lang-Term Stewardship Study (Draft)

Goneral Commeant

The long-term stewardship (LTS} definiton is to narrow. 1's more than

just cleanup rission. LTS should include managament activites for natural

and man feafuras. Youw have fo understand what you have today, how to manage
your assets and controf what the future hold. Therefore LTS includes the

past, prasant and future resources and activiies. & broader dafinition of 39.1
LTS wes eluded to on page 27, Box, first paragraph, and P a6, first
paragraph. LTS should exist outside and after cleanup. DOE is still
respansible for the rescurcas which is driven by laws outside of cleanup
(see exhibits B-2 and 9-3),

Page T, Section 2.4, zacond bullet, Land can alzo be used by cther agencies 39.2
in DOI, such & the Fish and Wildlifa Servicas (e.g., Hanford Reach National :
Monument)

Page 38, Section 4.3, DOE neads to establish a new DOE pragram office 39.3
specifically for LTS {DOE LTS Program Office).

Fage 45, Exhibit 5-3, back o the definition of LTS, "Operation” is part
of LTE. LTS dees not begin with active cleanup. it includes resource 394
managermnant of naturzl and man made features. As prasantad in Exhibit 5-3, ;
'rtfislf__%rrﬂnﬂy a part of the LTS, but certainly not all exclusive glement

o .

Page 67, "Planning Restrictions, Traditional Land Use Restrictions and
Zoning Restrictions.” The faderal govemmant neads 3 land use planning act
(enabling act fike states have) thet set guidelines for comprehensive 39.5
planning and zoning. It needs to align with county and municipal approach

of stafe and local governments where DOE sites exist. 1t needs to enable

the federal government to impose and enforee land use restrictions {like &
roning ordinance). This pracess is a process the state and local

govemmants undersiand and would provide a better interface with the
governmeant. An example, is HUD requiring statas ta have comprahensive land
use plans and zoning ordinances in order to receive matehing funds from the
governmant for housing. On page 107, it discuzses cantralized institution,

this proposed act would help in that direction, | will 2dd that LTS shauld 39.6
focus on dey-fo-day activity, 2uch as site selection, to control use and

activities, and thersfore shape what LTS will he in the fulure.

If you have questions, please give me 2 call.

39.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 2.1 of the Study. The Department
notes that the definition of long-term stewardship used in the Study is that which is stated explicitly in the
Settlement Agreement. The Department agrees that long-term stewardship at some sites may include activities
such as resource management and discusses these concepts, for example, in a new text box in Chapter 2 and
in Section 9.1 of the Study. The Department also agrees that coordinated management of resources on
adjacent federal and non-federal lands may be appropriate at some sites and has modified the text in Sections
6.1.3 and 9.1 of the Study to note that point. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified the issue of whether the scope of long-term stewardship includes only compliance activities or also
includes other activities associated with the management of DOE lands as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

39.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. The Department
recognizes that long-term stewardship responsibility eventually may be vested in any number of federal or non-
federal entities. The Department will address these issues during site-specific long-term stewardship planning
processes. The Department has added language to Section 6.2 of the Study to address some of the potential
complications associated with a transfer of LTS responsibility to other federal agencies.

39.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an issue is broader than
DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term stewardship responsibilities at
municipal landfills, and states will have long-term stewardship responsibility for "Superfund-lead" sites on the
CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad spectrum of sites will require states
to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term stewardship.

39.4 — See response to Comment 39.1.

39.5 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, Site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs.

39.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The commenters expressed varied opinions on the appropriate balance between
federal vs. non-federal leadership, and between a strong central organization vs. independent field
organizations. The Department notes that a balance that may work well for one site may not work well for other
sites.




H. Boyd Hathaway

Hanford Site

DynCopr Tri-Citles Services, Inc.
real Estate and Site Planning
508-375-7340



KEN SALAZAR STATE OF COLORADO STk e,

Attorney (eneral

TMENT D Colorado 80203
CHRISTINE M. ARGUELLO DEPAR OFLAW Hﬂffsnag Res-4300
Chief Deputy Atiomey General OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL FAX (303) B66-3631
ALAN J. GILRERT
Solicitar Ceneral
December 15, 2000
Steven Livingstone, Project Manager

U8, Department of Energy
P.0. Box 45079

RE:  Comments on Draft Long-Term Stewardship
Dear Mr. Livingstone:

Congratulations to DOE on a comprehensive, well thought out and nicely presented dratt report
on the intractable isswe of long-lerm stewardship, Both the substance and the format arc
eommendable, In particular, the express incorporation of and response to public input is unique
inmy cxperienee. [ have a few comments which I have included below,

1. The considerations and complexitics identificd in this Report, [ believe, arguc strongly for a
cenlralized enfity to step back and take the long view, interact with national interest groups,
act as clearing house of ideas, and provide leadership, puidance and priority for the effort
Long-term stewardship should be the sole mission of such an entity. Policy, dirsction and

research provided by this entity should then be implemented on a site-by-site basis. In
addifion, this entity should be involved upfront in the degign of new programs and facilities
1o help the relevant ageneies appreciate the costs and complexitics associated with long-term
Stewardship, and plan to prevent or at least minimize such societal costs. The entity would
also be in an excellent position to identify research and developraent needs that could be
addressed in support of this function.

2, The Draft Report does an admirable job of identifying large issues and making some
recommendations. 1t does not identily specific approaches (hat will salisfy the needs
outlingd, This will undoubtedly be an iterative process, building upon experiences that
succced or fail. On page 73, however, the Report states that “DOE has begun to catalogue
and report the types of long-term stewardship activitics that arc to be conducted at its sites in|
& standardized way. However, the methodology and resulting data apply only to that unigue
report.” It is not elear why such information could not be included in this Report. It would
certainly be of interest to the public, states and site managers.

3. The Report discusses estimated costs associated with long-term stewardship activities. It is
not clear from the text whether costs to states and local governments, which are likely to
assume much of this responsibility were included, and whether such entities were consulted

on their perceived nesds.
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40.2

40.3

40.4

40.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

40.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an issue is broader than
DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term stewardship responsibilities at
municipal landfills, and states will have long-term stewardship responsibility for "Superfund-lead" sites on the
CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad spectrum of sites will require states
to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term stewardship.

40.3 — This sentence was deleted from the Study.

40.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.1 of the Study. The Department
agrees that more information is needed on the scope of future long-term stewardship activities and better life-
cycle cost estimates are needed. The Study incorporates the cost estimates from the Report to Congress on
Long-term Stewardship and discusses the basis for these estimates. Accurate cost estimates are critical for
long-term stewardship, particularly for ensuring accountability for the technical scope of the program. The
Report to Congress on Long-term Stewardship is only the first step in developing the necessary cost figures.
The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of long-term stewardship
as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term
Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group included
difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there is no consistent
procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE sites. This
comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration. The Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship did not include costs to state and local governments.




Page?

4. Inits discussion on rolling stewardship, the Report appears to suggest that DOE should
manage hazards for (ke near furure “rather than trying o menege hazards for centurics or
millennia " Our ability to foretell what mechanisms would be effective or even necessary to
protect humen health and the environment from thess hazardous materials centuries fom

now is obviously extremely limited; however, the best approach, [ believe, i to take our best

i ! ] ' . 40.5 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
shot now. Thﬂ.ﬂ we should utilize the internet to make sie information E‘-’ﬂ]jﬂblﬂ, bt we 405 process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and

. ' : . develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
Shﬂﬂ]d EJSD E:Xplﬂ[l: IDCAEUISS ]lk.ﬂ uﬂl\’ﬁﬂﬂi Kyﬂ'IbCIlS ijlﬂﬂld, graml.t: ﬂ]ﬂl‘kﬁfs Flhd f.ﬂ& \ management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
libtary being established h'j' the Clock of the LU]]E Now group to hedge our bets, Guidelines under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.

from the National Academy of Public Administration referenced in the Report can be
constlted in balancing costs to the current generations against risks and benefits to future
gencrations, but creativity mast be actively encouraged. |

5. Although the Report does an outstanding job of crediting public input and responding to

comments 1 ' i jdered some commenfs to be
ol Eﬂﬂﬂfﬂl. i dﬂes L ':1&3:1}’ explam W]lj’ DOE oSl i 40.6 — Scoping comments considered "out of scope" for the Draft Study addressed site-specific topics or topics

“aut nfscupe." i gppears that some Ujl the comments KIJ.EgESt EDIICBPtS and Upllﬂ'lls dnﬁ:‘[ljr 40.6 unrelated to long-term stewardship. Exhibit B-2 of the Final Study provides a summary of scoping comments.
Fﬂlﬂtﬂd to ]dﬁﬁ lhﬂI ane diSC'LIS‘in iﬂ 'EIlE RBFOI( I WDUld IECU]IlmErId :lh&t ﬂ'I.ESE I‘EjDCtl:d ’ All comments considered out of scope include a brief explanation as to why the Department considered the

comment out of scope.
comments be reconsidered, If DOE remains convinced that they are indeed beyond the i

scope, it should provide some explanation, or objective critéria for how it has madc that
determination.

Thank you for the opportunity to comement on this worthwhile effort and good huck in finalizng
the Report.

Sincerely,

VICTORIA L. PETERS

Senior Assistant Attormey General

Nafural Resources and Envitonment Section
(303) B66-5008

(303) 866-3338 (FAX)

EMAIL: Vicky Peters@state.co.us



Campbell, Kathleen.

From: Girod, Branda

Sant: Tuesday, Decembar 19, 2000 10:09 AM

Ta: CaarnEbeIL Kathleen

Subject: Ful: LTSM Sterwardship Stedy Draft Oct 2000

-——=riginal Message-—-—

From: Staven Livingstone [maillo; Steven. Livingstons@EM.DOE. GOW]
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2000 10:01 AM

To: 'bgirodi@iciconsulting. com'

Subject; FW: LTEM Stewardship Study Draft Oct 2000

—-0riginal Message.ew-

From: Tim Michas! [mailte:tim_michasli@nmeny. state. nm,us]

Sent Monday, December 18, 2000 9:36 &AM

To: Livingstone, Stevarn

Ca! john_parker@nmenv. stete nm.us; barbara_hoditschek@nmenv state.nm.us
Subject; LTSM Stewardship Study Draft Qet 2000

1241400
LONG-TEEM STEWARDSHIP STUDY DRAFT review commanis
Lance VWoss Mew Mexico Environment Department - BOE Owersight Bureau

1 have reviewed the subject document gnd generally find it to be a well
arganized, useful guidance or reference source for a stewardship program, 411
similar to varous other DOE or Federal documeants an the subject

Generel gomment;

How do MOE HQ or anea affices plan to reconcile the past and on-going ER
site decisions which arefhave besn made without taking info account the 41.2
public input, cost, difficulty, and uncersinty of long term stewardship :
pefore selecting and implemanting a rameadizl activity?7??  DOE has dropped
the bail on stewardship planning and sppears to be in ne real hurmy o pick

it up. The Depariment immediately needs o integrate future land use
decigions, assured funding maechanisms, and identifiad "steward”
participation inte all current EM projects. The Departmeni should akzo 41.3
take the inifiative o assist state and local govemment agencias in
devaloping the legislation required for the maintenance of 5teward5hi§;|.
Thare is 2 nesd for consistency and implementaiion of stewardship at the
field level, which is lacking duea to fiald office autonamy and shifting
orioritisz.

Ficld leval devalaprent and implermentation of stewardship is essentialll
Specific comments:

Fages i, ifth buflet. Poliution prevention related to 'new missions®
ehauld be addrassed under NEPA. This discussion is not on paint for this 41.4
doguement,

Pags iii, bullet six. The Pmject Bassline Summany discussion should be
expanded or referenced to provide Information an organization structures, 41.5
current bassling planning window, and DOE Land Uss assumptions, which
underfie fhe project DOE needs define future land wse plans for ovory
custody facility.

Section 2.5, page 8. "It may be difficult for paople to accapt
rastrictions on land and resourcs yse unless they fully understand why such 41.6
resirictions are necessary™.  This is an important realzation, which

emphasizes the need for integrated stewardship and land use planning with

41.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

41.2 — Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are done
on a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. As noted in Exhibit 3-1 of the
Study, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardship
requirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3
in the Study). The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technology
development to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineered
controls. The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box in
Section 3.2 of the Study. The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of this
Study because this document focuses on long-term stewardship. In addition, the periodic assessments of the
remedy required by law provide an opportunity to assure the continued effectiveness of past remedial decisions.

41.3 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

41.4 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 6.1.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that
the language used in the Draft Study did not adequately communicate the distinction between "pollution
prevention” in the traditional sense and as applied to long-term stewardship. The Department has revised
Section 6.1.3 of the Study to indicate the importance of both pollution prevention principles and the concept of
Environmental Management Systems to help minimize the future long-term stewardship consequences of
current mission activities. The Department also has added a footnote in Section 6.1.3 to clarify use of the term
"pollution prevention.". Pollution prevention is incorporated into the design of all new DOE facilities. Review of
pollution prevention options and related impacts would be evaluated in any NEPA document looking at these
new facilities.

41.5 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans.




12 ER site charagtenzation and risk assassmant process. As a result of
J0E's failure to do 50, many "closed” sites may have to be revisited or and
nany site “remediztions” may prove fo have been unnecsssary. DOE should
1ls0 evaluate the need for greater technical conslstency as well as
ippropriate "scope and scale” of risk gssessments performad throughout the
amplex which will ba declsion documents ted to stewardship, -

Page 47, the concapt of layering and redundancy in ail aspects of tha
stewardship can nal be overstatad in this document or process.

Page 52, the naed for effective Conceptual Site Models is critical to all

EM projects inﬂludinghs-tewalj:iﬁhip. They ate particularly important for the
prazantation of eltes for public considerstion and comment. 1t &

suggested that the document be revised to include the use of "cartoon”
style concaptual models in addition o the pathway fiow diagram prasented.
This would provide 3 batiar graphisal simulation of site conditions,
concamns, and pathways, etc. for both characterization and assessment
plenning as well a5 public understanding of site conditions and status,

Pege B4, the bulist reganding the nature and extent of residugl
contamination and other site hezards emphasizas the naed for technicaily
sound, defensibla RF1 reports and decision-malking, The lack of intagrated
stewardship planning in past NAE determination and decision-making wil
complicate site programs.  Addressing this problem should ba a priority.

Page 30, the capabilities and functions of the Office of Long-tarm
Stewardship should be expanded to the level necessary to support
stewardship development and management. |t should act s & center for
infarmatian to support technically adeguate and consistent stewardship

POgrams.

Lun Michael, NMED DOE Gyarsigni ourgsy, rhone (0Ud)e27-1330

41.6

41.7

41.8

41.9

41.10

41.6 — See response to Comment 41.5.

41.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department believes that
Section 5.3 of the Study appropriately discusses the difficulties and challenges associated with ensuring the
long-term maintenance of institutional controls, including roles and responsibilities for enforcement. The
determination of the type of institutional controls and enforcement of these controls (e.g., by DOE or external
parties) will be determined on a site-specific basis as part of remedy selection and long-term stewardship
planning and may change over time.

41.8 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans. In
addition, the specific example provided in the Study was not meant to imply that other styles or formats for
conceptual site models were not effective.

41.9 — See response to Comment 41.5.

41.10 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-
term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management
Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate
organizational structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that
it is important to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and
other entities, including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive
Steering Committee is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include
identifying roles and responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an
issue is broader than DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term
stewardship responsibilities at municipal landfills, and states will have long-term stewardship responsibility for
"Superfund-lead" sites on the CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad
spectrum of sites will require states to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term




Campbell, Kathleen

From: Girad, Brenda

Sent: Tuesdsy, Dacember 13, 2000 1:45 PM
To; Campbell, Kathlaen

Subject: Fil: Late comments
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—Original Message—

From: Stavan Livingstone [mailta:Steven Lvingstone@ENM DOE GOV]
Gant: Tyssday, December 18, 2000 1:11 BM

Te: 'bgirod@icfeansulfing, con'

Subject: FW; Late comments

——-{riginz| Massage-——
Fram; Caral Lyons ?mallh:: CLYONS(@ci.arvada co.us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2000 12:10 PM

To: Livingstong, Stevan

Ce: TaylorBC@stripe Colorado.edu; Sulivan, Grag
Subject: Late comments

Decambar 19, 2000
Hi Steve,

Due to =n inexgusable lapse in my brain functions, | ovarisaked comments provided by B, Bryan Taylor to be includad Ir.-
our Roaky Flats History Group comments. | wander if | would be hopelassly late to submit these comments. Or. Tayiar is
a professar in the Depariment of Communications at the University of Colorado (Boulder) AND a marnbar of the Roo

Flats Citizens Advisory Board. His contact information ls: :

Phone: 303-492-8738

Address: Dept, of Communication, CE270
University of Colorado

Boulder, CO B0300-0270

&r gfulogies. I hope it's nat too late. Thanks again for all your help:
o

COMMENTS FROM BRYAN TAYLOR:

:ﬁ\ém&m&eﬁﬂ:ﬁ IJjat L_r':e_culturglgismw of RMs {FL{F Sbe Agresenrad and centrafized in order to malntain culural
ife's mission and tha urgen ive LTS, Addtionally, 2 cenfralized site such

safve an imortant function ufmucaﬁn@;n?mmlung futura ! £h 38 miseum wolld
stewards, who wil ikely not encounter fhe history of RF excapt through deliberate institutionalized aducational programs
such 2 K-12 guriicula. In tha absancs of this socialization and other reminders, the cultural imperative for LTS wil
disintegrate, with patenfially devastating consaquancas for the health and safety of area residents,

2 ldzally, 8 RF museum er visitor's center could and should be integrated with anvirsnmantal education pregrammin
associated with patential presarves and refuges created at the site. In the absence of one, the alker wil ﬂolgss ;
meaningiul end effectiva for vistors

3) Potentizlly, an RF MUSEUM srves an important institutional control funclion 2s a centrallzed site for document storage
ang retrieval. A single, infegrated, multi-functional (and redundantly-authorized / funded) site has 3 better chance of
surviving tha ravagss of fime than dispersed instituficnal sites. In this way, the institution could serve multiple stakeholders
{visitars, local govemments, requlstors, area residents, developers, historians and sehalars, etc) simultanzously.

| 42.1

| 42.2

| 423

42.4

42.1 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department agrees that
museums may be a way to meet legal requirements to maintain an information repository and to provide
knowledge about sites to communities during long-term stewardship. Museums already exist at certain DOE
sites (e.g., Sandia National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and
the Hanford Site), although information management is not currently part of their mission. The advantages and
disadvantages of establishing a museum need to be assessed on a site-specific basis, since museums are not
appropriate for all sites. The establishment of an information repository is a separate mission but could be
incorporated with the development of a museum, visitor's center, or library. The Department agrees with the
specific comment that a discussion of museums is not "out of scope" and has included such a discussion in
Section 7.2 of the Study. Any decision to establish a museum at a specific site would need to consider issues
such as mission, location, and funding sources, but the Department has not developed a policy on this. This
comment will be provided to the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for

their consideration.

|42.2 — See response to Comment 42.1.

|42.3 — See response to Comment 42.1.

42.4 -- See response to Comment 42.1.






